
























Resource Conservation (RCG) Proposal 

In 1989, RCG proposed to lease three classifications of 

"water" from the Upper Basin to the Lower Basin. "Type 

l" water was water not being consumptively used in the 

Upper Basin but was still within each Upper Basin State's 

compact apportionment. "Type 2" water was water that 

had been developed, but was not used on a regular basis. 

Type 2 water included water like that stored in Fontenelle 

Reservoir which was under contract to industrial users but 

was not being consumptively used. "Type 3" was water 

being consumed by water rights holders in the Upper 

Basin, primarily irrigators. Leases of Type 3 water would 

require Upper Basin water users to temporarily dry up 

irrigated acreage on a rotating basis. Type 3 water was 

also the principal focus of the proposal, 

with payments being made both to the 

would pay money into an established escrow 

account for each acre-foot of overuse. That money 

would be paid to the other Basin States on a 

percentage basis, with Wyoming's percentage 

proposed at 8.3%. 
• The proposal would have established a state

controlled interstate water bank through which

Colorado River water that was being

consumptively used could be transferred to users

in other states. Each state would have control over

participating uses in that state, and the seven Basin

States would establish a uniform price.

The other Basin States were all in favor of California 

reducing its demand, and most were in favor of at least 

discussing the escrow account 

component. However, the water bank 

concept received much less support. The 
water right holder for foregone use and 

to the Upper Basin State where the use 

occurred. Payments to the states were 

meant to fund future water 

development. 

None of these attempts have 

been successful, primarily 

because the Law of the River 

other states feared that making additional 

water available to California would not 

effectively address California's overuse in 

the long term. Elements of California's 

conceptual plan were advanced through 

other means, such as the 2001 Interim 

Surplus Guidelines, and a similar water 

bank component exists exclusively in the 

Like the Galloway Proposal, the RCG 

Proposal also met many legal and 

political barriers. With regard to the 

proposed Type 3 water leases, the RCG 

likely precludes such transfers, 

but also due to political and 

practical hurdles. 

proposal also threatened to dry up 

Upper Basin farmland, adversely impact local economies 

and the environment, and create a bidding war for water 

use between the Upper and Lower Basin. 

California's Conceptual Water Bank 

In 1991, California was using nearly 1 MAF per year more 

than its compact apportionment. Drought, coupled with 

the likelihood that California would have to pay back 

overages, caused California to entertain an invitation from 

Colorado to begin a process of reducing its water use. The 

result was a proposal described in a conceptual paper 

which contained three primary elements: 

• Through agricultural water conservation measures,

within a reasonable time California would stop

using water above its basic apportionment, 4.4

MAF in normal years. The other Basin States

would not object to California taking more than its

basic apportionment during a twenty-year period.

California could continue to use water in excess of

its basic apportionment until then, and operating

criteria for system reservoirs would be developed

that would guarantee that California could satisfy

its demands.
• If the Metropolitan Water District of Southern

California caused water use to exceed the Lower

Basin's total apportionment, then Metropolitan
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Lower Basin. But, the inter-basin water 

bank component did not move past 

preliminary negotiations between the states. 

Roan Creek Proposal 

In 1993 Chevron and Getty oil companies advanced the 

Roan Creek Proposal. This proposal was similar to the 

Galloway Proposal in that it sought to construct a reservoir 

in Colorado and lease the stored water to Nevada for 30 to 

50 years until it was needed for oil shale development in 

Colorado. Under the proposal, Nevada would have 

financed the project and the State of Colorado would have 

received $50 per acre foot of water sold. The oil 

companies already owned decreed, Colorado water rights, 

and they asserted the right to lease the water, and argued 

that the project was feasible. 

However, the Roan Creek Proposal suffered the same 

problems as the earlier Galloway Proposal, and was 

opposed by Colorado water officials. It was also opposed 

by the Southern Nevada Water Authority whose vision for 

future water supply did not match that of the Colorado 

River Board of Nevada who had entertained the proposal. 

Ultimately, the project did not move forward. 


